The key objective of this article is to investigate, compare and contrast the specific politics of nationality developed by Fascist Italy and Nazi Germany during the interwar period. More than just highlighting the inherent complexities that characterize the study of nationalisms, this comparative effort aims at shedding light on social, political and institutional dynamics that helped structure and motivate the choices and actions of the European Axis powers. Keywords: Nationalism; Fascism; Nazism; World War II; Interwar.
the interactions established amongst these actors (such is the case that it is not rare to refer to nationalist wars, nationalist policies, etc.).
The central tenet of the majority of nationalist movements is that each nation ought to have its own state, and each state should be composed of members of a single nation (MULLER, 2008) . This stands true for most nationalism 1 . What indeed changes is how each nation imagines itself, meaning, how the individuals that compose the nation or the individuals that decide for the nation establish the limits of said nation, that is, the criteria for being a national, a member of such community -in short, the specific characteristics that compose national identity.
No moment in recent history is perhaps more telling of this dynamic than the outset of the Second World War. During the 1930s, the international system witnesses a radicalization of the idea of national self-determination that propelled the consolidation of the system of nation-states less than a century before. In this sense, to say that the history and the international relations of the twentieth century were defined by an expansion and a consolidation of nationalist movements may be an understatement. In several different ways, the Second World War represents a culmination of the Westphalian order, inaugurated almost three hundred years before the start of this conflict. The conflict that started in 1938 (if we assume the Munich Conference as a failure to stop German expansionism) was marked by the overdevelopment of the core concept that founded the modern international order of States: the notion that the populations of Europe (or Earth, for that matter) are divided within specific groups of people related by ancestry, a common history and culture. If 1648 plants the seeds for nationalism, and 1848 sees it blossom, 1938 harvests the fruits of an overzealous gardening of the principles of unity, identity and autonomy. This process, as we know now, was very eloquently translated by fascist movements on strict definitions of what constitutes a people, and with very strong claims of territorial ownership.
World War II was viewed both during its course and after as a fight against fascism. There are several components of fascist ideology, but one crucial component that serves to differentiate fascism from other totalitarianisms is a particularly virulent strain of nationalism […] Nationalism was perceived as a primary cause of the war; it had provided the pretext for the German occupations of Austria, Czechoslovakia, and Poland that led to the outbreak of war. It was seen as one of the most objectionable aspects of the fascist ideology. While self-determination remained a legitimate political goal, nationalisms that were xenophobic and expansionist came to be seen as an unacceptable threat to international peace. Nationalism had been previously associated with the desire of people to be free. Fascism associated nationalism with the desire of some people to dominate or dislocate others. This led to a conceptual separation of the 'self-determination of peoples' from nationalism as the legitimate basis for the state (BARKIN AND CRONIN, 1994, p. 122-123) .
Nonetheless, not all nationalisms are the same, and not all Fascisms are created equal. Considering the relevance that the definitions of nations (specially the German and Italian ones) assumed in shaping the largest conflict of modern and contemporary history, the main objective of this article is to contrast and compare these key nationalist movements that helped propel the world into a total war in the 1930s. Despite the fact that both German National Socialism and Italian Fascism share similar ideological roots, these movements displayed important differences regarding one of the key components of the nationalist rhetoric, that is, the criteria employed to define who is and who is not a citizen of a specific nation. More than just highlighting the inherent complexities that characterize the study of nationalisms, this comparative effort may also shed light on social, political and institutional dynamics that helped structure and motivate choices and actions of the European Axis powers.
Nationhood and belonging: Civic and ethnic types of nationalism
This section aims at the investigation and classification of the nationalisms of Germany and Italy during the interwar period. This classification will follow the distinction between civic and ethnic types of nationalisms. 2 The differences between types of nationalism rest on the selected criteria for membership to the national community. While discussing the relationship between nation and race, Passmore states that:
The most inflexible form of racism holds that race is determined biologically. Biological destiny cannot be changed, and assimilation into another nationality is impossible. Indeed, the Nazis believed assimilated Jews to be more dangerous, for they acted secretly. Biological racism also divides peoples into higher and lower, the latter not clearly distinct from higher animals. These 'sub-humans' might be used in the interests of the higher races, or even killed. National identity is not always biologically defined. In the early 20th century educated Europeans usually understood race in terms of history and culture. An individual belonged to a nation if she or he inhabited the nation's historic territory, spoke the national language, or practiced its religion. This racism is less extreme in that it allows for 'assimilation' by learning the national language or changing one's religion […] assimilationism rests on racist assumptions: one cannot be a citizen possessed of equal rights unless one conforms to the supposed cultural characteristics of the majority. A genuinely liberal position accepts religious, linguistic, and cultural diversity, and even emotional identification with other states, provided the inhabitant obeys a law equally applicable to all. Even more importantly, all those presumed to have broken the law are treated in the same way. No one is regarded as more likely to have committed a crime because of their ethnic origins. All have the same entitlement to 'due process'. For liberals there are no 'loyalty tests', such as knowledge of the nation's history or support for the national football team (PASSMORE, 2002, p. 108-109) .
As summarized by Shulman, the main possible components of civic nationalism (as highlighted by the existing literature) are territory, citizenship, will and consent, political ideology, political institutions and rights. Ethnic nationalism, on its turn, has only two key possible components: ancestry and race. These so-called ascriptive attributes delimit participation to the nation for each type of nationalism (SHULMAN, 2002, p. 559) . When a specific state highlights will, consent and political ideology over race and ancestry as the defining characteristic for acceptance within its political community, it is privileging a civic understanding of the nation over an ethnic one. What this indicates, in practice, is the degree of openness of the access to the nation. It is clear that, at least in theory, it is easier to become a member of a civic nation than it is to do the same in an ethnic nation -an individual can always be willing to participate in a state, and to respect and participate in its political institutions; it is impossible, however, to acquire a different race or ancestry in order to fulfill specific citizenship requirements. Table 1 summarizes these two different forms of nationalism concerning the specific content of each type. Ethnic nationalism, on its turn, is almost the mirror image of this description. In terms of cultural policies, the state seeks to promote the dominant ethnic group's culture, and to discourage assimilation 3 . On the issue of immigration policies, ethnic nationalism advances a very restrictive approach, highlighting a preference for ethnically similar immigrants, most of whom are either displaced nationals or the offspring of such. These preferences are aligned with the understanding that "ethnonationalism draws much of its emotive power from the notion that the members of a nation are part of an extended family, ultimately united by ties of blood" (MULLER, 2008) .
Henceforth, these are the indicators I will be looking for while analyzing the nationality policies of interbellum Germany and Italy in order to classify the predominant type of nationalism for these states. Reich, that the very first piece of anti-Jewish legislation-the law to 'restore' the civil service of early 1933-was to apply to people with 'nonAryan', rather than simply Jewish, origins. From the very outset, she argues, given the lack of precision of 'Aryan' and 'non-Aryan' (neither was defined), the racism of the regime could spread beyond the Jews to include many others who were considered 'undesirable'. Inside Germany there was a massive sterilization programme aimed at those suffering from 'hereditary diseases', as well as a euthanasia programme and efforts designed to solve the 'gypsy problem'; even the few blacks born in the Rhineland as a result of relationships with the French occupation troops in 1923 were not overlooked.' […] Given that the Nazi doctrines on race condemned most of these people to a status of racial inferiority, there was a determination to keep them separate from the German people, and above all to prevent any 'racial mixing' (GELLATELY, 1990, p. 215-216) .
Germany: Ethnic Nationalism and the Purification of the Nation
The simultaneous probably the most important one as it clearly defines the understanding of who is a citizen of the Reich: "A citizen of the Reich is only that subject who is German of kindred blood.
[…] Only the citizen of the Reich enjoys full political rights". The definition of "Jew", in a sense complimentary to the definition of "German" and of equal importance to the racial legislation that was being advanced since 1933, comes in November 14, 1935 , with the publication of the First Regulation to the Reich Citizenship Law. According to paragraph 4, "A Jew cannot be a citizen of the Reich", and according to paragraph 5:
A Jew is anyone who descended from at least three grandparents who were fully Jewish by race.
[…] A Jew is also anyone who descended from two fully Jewish grandparents, if: (a) he belonged to the Jewish religious community at the time this law was issued or joined the community later; (b) he was married to a Jewish person at the time the law was issued or married one subsequently; (c) he is the offspring from a marriage with a Jew; (d) he is the offspring of an extramarital relationship with a Jew (OFFICE Of The United States Chief Counsel For Prosecution Of Axis Criminality, 1946, v. 4, p. 08-09) .
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While the Reich Citizenship Law relates mostly to the circumscription of the belonging criteria for the German nation, the other Nuremberg Law, the Law for the Safeguard of German Blood and German Honor relays a concern with the "purity" of the Aryan blood, by outlawing both interracial marriage and intercourse. In this sense, 'Race defilement' (Rassenschande), forbidden (extramarital) sexual intercourse between Jews and 'non-Jews', was declared a crime according to the Nuremberg Laws of 1935. Even 'friendly' or social relations with Jews constituted an area of potential 'criminality', but not officially a specific crime as such. 'Behaviour friendly to the Jews' (judenfreundliches Verhalten) was a term of abuse and a catch-all accusation that could be levelled at persons who had uttered a mild disagreement with some aspect of the racial policies, or had otherwise given reason for suspicion that they did not accept the letter or spirit of Nazi anti-Semitism. Such people were also termed 'friends of the Jews' (Judenfreunde) or 'slaves of the Jews' (Judenknechte), although they might simply have retained purely economic, instrumental contacts with them. The Gestapo was exceptionally sensitive, and ready to act on any information that helped to enforce racial/sexual segregation (GELLATELY, 1990, p. 160) .
For Gellately, the Nuremberg Law for the Safeguard of German Blood and German
Honor translates one of the main concerns of National Socialism -racial mixing -as expressed both in Hitler's Mein Kampf and in the NSDAP's 25-point program:
Personal or sexual relationships across the ethnic boundary were immediately placed under the greatest pressure, since it represented the vital area in which the dreaded 'racial mixing' occurred, claimed by Hitler's Mein Kampf to be the single most important cause for the fall of civilizations. Jewish men caught violating the Nuremberg Laws were to be tried for 'an attack on German blood', while 'German men were brought to court for 'treason against their own blood' (GELLATELY, 1990, p. 172) .
By finally defining both the belonging criteria for the German nation and expressing preoccupation with the maintenance of the purity of the Aryan blood, the Nuremberg Laws of 1935 fulfills the original goals of the NSDAP program published 15 years before.
However, what is more relevant to the present study is that these laws not only culminate the 15-year process of racial determination and discrimination in interwar Germany, consolidating a de facto racial state, but also that they display the pronounced inclination that German nationalism in the interwar period had towards ethnic definitions of the nation.
This legislation, combined with its predecessors and its successors, managed to define the criteria for belonging to the German nation and participating in the German state to ascriptive characteristics (German ancestry and Aryan blood). It also advanced social, cultural and immigration policies that were highly restrictive and discriminatory, highlighting a deep concern with the purity of the nation by the avoidance of assimilation, immigration, and even expulsion 10 . The radical ideology of racial purification that informed these policies resulted even in the de-assimilation of individuals and groups that were not aware anymore of belonging to ethnic minorities (BOCHMANN, 2003, p. 132) .
Here, it is important to highlight that despite of the emphasis placed on the Jewish population other minorities also faced similar discrimination. As stressed throughout this text, the main concern was with the purity of the Aryan blood, translated into a rigid separation between Aryans and non-Aryans. This preoccupation became very visible in the case of the Jewish population, but it did not overlook other minorities, such as the Polish, the Sorbs, the Roma and the Sinti, as well as individuals of African descent. For Passmore:
Historians have rightly pointed to the fact that during the Nazis' rise to power, as part of their bid for conservative support, the Jews were only one of several enemies attacked by the Nazis (others included the Poles, Catholics, Communists, and socialists), and that since the Jews were perceived to pose no immediate threat, they were not usually the primary target of Nazis at this time (PASSMORE, 2002, p. 112) .
Because the overall goal of the nationalist movement in Germany was to achieve racial homogeneity, the treatment of minorities within German territory regarding assimilation, migration and cultural freedom varied in accordance to the degree of "racial This policy is stated clearly in a memorandum issued by the Racial Political Office of the Nazi Party in November 1939 that advanced the goals of assimilation of ethnically similar groups into the German nation, expulsion of all non-Aryans and further geographical expansion of the German presence. According to Gellately,
[…] the efforts of the Gestapo in racial affairs, far from diminishing with the isolation, emigration, and/or deportation of the Jews to the east, actually had to be stepped up dramatically. Even before the outbreak of war in 1939, the large number of foreign workers in the country and their relations both to their employers and to the people at large had to be policed. In 1938, nearly 100,000 Poles worked in Germany, mostly in agriculture.
[…] An indication of the kinds of things in store for the Poles, whether inside Germany or in the occupied territories, can be seen in a memorandum of the Racial Political Office of the Nazi Party, written by Dr E. Wetzel and Dr G. Hecht in November 1939. The aims were 'first, the complete and final Germanization of the [ethnic] groups of appropriate composition; second, the removal of all foreign elements not to be Germanized; third, a new settlement by Germans. The long-term goal must be the complete destruction of the Polish people' (GELLATELY, 1990, p. 217) .
Considering all these points, it is fair to state that during the interbellum official policies regarding citizenship, immigration, and assimilation in Germany defined statelevel German nationalism in clear ethnic terms. In sum, it resembles very much the summary of ethnic cultural and immigration policies provided in dominant ethnic group's culture, it did not encourage assimilation, and it advanced a restrictive immigration policy with a clear preference for ethnically similar immigrants. 
Italy: Civic totalitarianism and the ambiguities of race
"Everything for the state, nothing against the state, nothing outside the state" -Giovanni Gentili (apud GRANT, 2003, p. 21) .
As exposed in the previous section, the evolution of German nationalism and citizenship under Nazi rule followed a progressive (even if slow) path of definition and clarification that was characterized by a strong emphasis on ethnic elements of nationhood. The notion of civic-totalitarian nationalism is one in which the membership criteria still highlight political variables such as territory, citizenship, will and consent, political ideology, political institutions and rights. However, instead of focusing on individual participation, the focus is on the collectivity 13 . Mussolini clearly emphasizes the relevance of the institutional framework of the State in the definition of the nation, and the relevance of history and tradition in this process, while downplaying ethnic aspects of the formation of the nation. For him, a nation is "not a race, not a geographically defined region, but a people, historically perpetuating itself" 14 . Moreover, he goes on to say that "It is not the nation that generates the State […] Rather, it is the State which creates the nation, conferring volition and therefore real life on a people made aware of their moral unity."
Insofar as it concerns the ideal-types previously defined in this investigation,
Mussolini's description of Fascism in regards to the composition of the nation highlights several of the civic components of nationality, while dismissing the key ethnic element that many nationalists bring forward for the definition of ethnic nation: ancestry. This civic understanding of the State forming the nation, however, was marked by the clear undertone of totalitarianism, which meant that in order to be considered a citizen in Fascist Italy one had to be integrated in the institutional framework advanced by the Fascist State 15 .
According to Gentile:
From its very beginning fascism demanded a monopoly of the national myth and to be the sole legitimate movement to represent the nation, that is, the only party entitled to rule the country and to bring the nation-State under control. Any other movement, which did not subject itself to fascism and did not adhere to its myths, values, and norms, was considered an enemy of the nation. In this way, the liberal nationalist ideal of the nation-State as a homeland for all Italians without ideological, religious, or ethnic discrimination was rejected and replaced by the ideal of a totalitarian State, a State, in other word, where only those who were fascist were considered true Italians and could be granted complete citizenship. Those who did not swear allegiance to the fascist State ceased to be a part of the Italian nation. They were treated as traitors of the nation and banned from public life (GENTILE, 2003, p. 07 ). In Italy, these definitions of nationhood and of national community also translated into actual policies. However, different from what happened in Germany, where highly ethnic definitions of national identity resulted in an almost zero tolerance attitude towards assimilation processes, the Italian government implemented severe assimilation dynamics.
According to Bochmann:
[…] with regard to the treatment of minorities, the Fascist government of Mussolini merely continued certain tendencies introduced by the bourgeois Italian state only a few years after unification. What was new was the severity and universality in dealing with all minorities that were either considered a threat to newly drawn borders and/or were determined to resist the pressures of assimilation. What was also new was the ideological justification and instrumentalization of the policy towards minorities. Mussolini wanted to establish his empire on the basis of a perfect linguistic and cultural unity of the Italian nation, and this in a situation where the majority of the population was not fluent in standard Italian and the dialects and minority languages were its most important means of communication. The battle was therefore not only waged against minorities with their languages and cultures but also against Italian dialects, whose use in public and even their mention in the press was forbidden by law (BOCHMANN, 2003, p. 130) .
Therefore, in its search for national unity the fascist movement implemented a strong assimilation policy through the suppression of foreign languages and even domestic dialects that aimed at the strengthening of Italian language as the agglutinating factor of the In sum, Italian citizenship during the interwar period is characterized by a discernible ambiguity in terms of its content. Formally, it shifts from a civic liberal understanding of the nation (as first expressed in the Citizenship Law of 1912) into a civic-totalitarian (with cultural undertones) view of the nation from 1923 to 1937 (a period during which there was a strong emphasis on the role of political ideology to the definition of the membership criteria), assuming an ethnic character only in 1938 (the immediate pre-war year). In this sense, it is fair to state that it varied more in form (from civic-liberal to civic-totalitarian) than in content (remember that the racial laws of 1938 were highly contested even inside the Fascist Party). This stands in sharp contrast with the variation observed in German nationalism during the same period, which presents a de facto change from more inclusive to more atavic principles for national membership:
Fascist Italy, by contrast, though it promoted the growth of la razza, understood in cultural-historical terms, remained little touched by the northern European and American vogue for biological purification. This difference rested upon cultural tradition. The German Right had traditionally been völkisch, devoted to the defense of a biological 'people' threatened by foreign impurities, socialist division, and bourgeois softness. The new Italian nationalism was less biological and more political (PAXTON, 2004, p. 37) .
This same distinction is also true for laws and policies regarding immigration and the treatment of minorities. While the German government acted systematically in order to exclude and persecute non-Aryans (as made obvious by the treatment of its Jewish population), the Italian Fascists not only seemed hesitant to adopt openly racist policies, but they also did not seek to exclude minorities from participating in the institutional framework of the State 22 and welcomed, for a great part of the interwar period, refugees from Nazi persecution.
Final considerations
As it becomes clear from the comparison outlined in the previous sections of the paper, even though German Nazism and Italian Fascism share a great deal of similar characteristics, they differ very much in their core criteria for national membership, as well as in the policies outlined and implemented following these definitions of the German and Italian nations.
German Nazism developed a steady and progressive march towards the creations and consolidation of an ethnic state, were the nation is imagined to be pre-political, and composed by individuals who are thought to share equal ancestry. This nation actually articulates and justifies the existence and maintenance of the State, whose sole purpose is to serve and implement the goals of the nation. The ethnic character of German nationalism is strongly stated not only in the citizenship policies of the Reich, but also on programs dealing with national minorities and immigration issues. All these institutional changes had a very clear goal: the constitution of a homogeneous Aryan state through the purge of nonAryans in general.
Italian Fascism, on its turn, adopts a different route: here, the State creates the nation, and the membership criteria is clearly political (at least until 1938, as stated before). In Fascist Italy, the State created the nation, whose purpose was to serve and implement the goals of the Fascist State. This is the reason why loyalty to the Fascist Party was so relevant, and why racial persecution in Italy during the interwar period was not as widespread or intense as the one witnessed in Germany during the same period. More so, the shifting of the Italian nationhood criteria is marked by a certain ambiguity, lacking the certainty and resolution observed in the German case.
Understanding these two distinct approaches to national definition may illuminate several dynamics that helped ground Second World War, such as territorial expansionism and the persecution of minorities, as well as the different international repercussions that German Nazism and Italian Fascism provoked. More so, it can point towards a better comprehension of post-war dynamics of resistance to and persistence of some of these traits in European politics.
Additionally, the contrast explored in this article also highlights an internationalization of the dynamics of domestic politics, in the sense that specific decisions, policies and actions that relate to the strict definition of the domestic space of each State end up having important international reflections and consequences.
Following this insight, one hypothesis for future investigation is advanced here: that there is a crucial difference between the perceptions of threat within the international system provoked by diverse types of nationalism. Civic nationalism should incite less concern than ethnic nationalism, mostly because policy-makers may associate the exclusivist character of ethnic nationalism with the possibility of aggressive international behavior. In sum, the aggravating treatment of "domestic others" may signal how an actor would threat their "foreign others". Internal expansion and xenophobia can easily signal a desire for external dominations. In this sense, we should be able to identify that the different approaches developed towards their citizenship criteria also had a crucial impact on how Italy and Germany were perceived in the international system during the interwar period.
